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Applicants request that a Panel Review of the final rejeCtioii In the Fourth Office Action 
dated Febcuaiy 24, 2006, be performed in the above identiiSed application. 

Claims 1-2. 5-7. and 1ft a&k reiect^d dnper 35 U.S.C $ lft3 for obviqcsness 
Based upon Upton et al.. U.S. Patent Pobocation No. 2003/0105884 (HEREiNAFrEa 
Upton)> in View of Jeffries et al>. U.S> Patent No. 6.094.529 (hereinafter .Ieffries\ 

AND FCRTH RU TN VtrW OF HOMER ET AL.. "iNSTTANT HTML." COPYRIGHT 1»97. PAGES 88- 
tpi (MKBtglNAPTEft HOMER) 

On page 3 of the Request for Reoondderation filed December 2, 2005^ Applicants noted 
that the filing date of the present application is Janiiary 3, 2002, wheieas the :&ling date of Uptoii 
is October 15, 2002. Thus, the Examiner cannot be relying upon the disclosure of Upfcn for the 
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lejectioi^ bfUt instead, the ixatiainer must there^re being relying upon the disclosure in A U.S. 
Provisional Application upon wiiich Upton claims priority. 

Applicants also ciM MJP.E,P. § 2136,03(111) for the proposition that the IGling date of the 
provisional application can be relied iipon by the Examiner only "if theprovkional appIiGatibn(s} 
properly supports the subject matter relied upon to malc» the rejection in ebmpliance with 35 
U.S^C> 112, first paragraph." On page 4 of the Request for Reconsideration, Applicants also 
cited 37 C J'.R. § l.lD4(c)' for the arguinent that "the Examiner must clearly designate the 
teachings in the ^919 provisional application being relied upon the statement of the rejection," 
iSince the Bs^aminer had not cited to the *919 provisional application, that burden had not been met 

The Examiner^ response to this argument is found on page 7 of the Final Office Action 

dated February 24, 2006, iu which the Examiner asserted the following: 

It k noted that Upion daicos priority filing date for U.S. Provkiondl Afgjlicatipns 60/347^919 
and Gd/347^1. The 6dl347,901 psiwidonaL sfpp^cgfdm propedy supports the sui^eci mmat Mlied 
upon by the Bxaminer to nwke the tejection of dauns l-X S-7 nud 10 CSee 60/347,901; pages S-3 to 
8.9). 

The Examiner's reference to "pages 8-3 to 3^9," however, still does not meet the requirements of 
37 C.F.R. § 1.104(c), which requires that "the partic^ar ^rt relied on must be designated ^s 
neMy as practiciabie." 



» 37 C.F.R. 1.104(c) provides: 

In rejecting claims for want of novelty oi for obviousn^&, the ^Kaminer must cite the best 
references at his or her command. When a reference is cpmptex: or s^ws or describes tnvenlion$ 
other than that clBimed by this applScamt, the partiqalar jHut railed on must be designated as nearly 
as practicable. The pertbiefice <tf eadi teferencci, if not appaxetA, must be clearly explained and 
eadK r^ected daim speciEed. 
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It is practicable fer Hic^aminer, for each of the daimed elements> to speci£i6[illy 
identic £&£itiKe withip the ^1 pxovisiQn^ aj^lic^lioii being reiie4 upon to teadi each of 
the particuiar claimed elmen^^ Fat e^ample^ the Examiner caa -spedficalif identify** a feature, 
cbriesponding to the claimed element; within the applied prior art by identii^ing a reference 
numeral associated with the feature. In addition to or altematively, the Examrner may cite to a 
brief passage (i.e., 1 or 2 lines or even a portion of a line) within the applied prior art that 
identifies the feature that corresponds to the claimed element. However, mereiy citing seven 
whole p^e^i to disclose niuitiple claLmed elements does not designate "as nearly as practicable,"^ 
the particular features within the *901 provisional application being relied tipon by the Examiner 
in the rejection. 

Notwithstanding the Examiner^s failure to meet the requirements of 37 CJ^.R. § 1.104(c), 
Applicants further note that the Examiner is relying upon the ^1 provisional application to 
teadi the claimed "selecting error text corresponding to said validation error and inserting said 
selected error text in said row" {see page 3 of the Final Office Action). Although the Examiner 
has asserted that this feature is disclosed in pages to 6-9 of the '901 provisional applicaticni. 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Discussions of "error messages" are found in paragraphs 3 and 4 on page 8-3; the section 
entitled "Word and Its Descendants^ on page 8-5; and the section entitled 
"AbstractlnputTagSupport and Its Descendants" on page 8-6. Upon reviewing these passages. 
Applicants note th$A none of these passages support the Examiner^s assertion that the *9QX 
provisional application identically discioses the limitation reproduced above; Ilie %1 
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provisiobal applicatioii only teac^hes tb^t the "eiror message should be localized for the user's 
preferred locale if the web ^pplicaticii] supports multiple locales" and that the ^fam will need to 
be re-displayed to the uiser witil a localized enror me^g^ at the top of the pa^/ Therefore, the 
"901 providotiM ^plication feats to teadi selecting enior text corre^nding to the validation 
error. XD^tead^ the error message is based upon the "user's preferred locale" and not qn the 
validation error. Thus, the "901 provisional application fails to teach the limitations for which the 
Examiner is relying on the '9Q1 provi^onal application to teach. 

Therefore, even if one having ordinary skill Ln the art were motivated to modify the '9G1 
provision application (i.e., Upton) in view of Jeffries and Homer, the claimed invention would 
not result. Thus, for all the reasons stated above, Applicants submit that the rejection of record is 
clearly not proper and is without basis, and Applicants re^pectfijlly solicit withdrawal of the 
imposed rejections of claims 1-2, 5>7, and 10 utider 35 U.S^C. § 103 for obviousness based upon 
Upton in view of Jef&ies and Hotiier. 

Claims 3*4 and S^^^ are Reiected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 for Obviqusness Based 

UeONUfTON IN VIEW OF JEFFRIES AND HOMER AND FOR'ngERIN VIEW 0FHA«IMANN> U.S. 

Patent No, 6MS.226 

The additional reference to Hartmann does not ciire the deficiencies^ of the prior rejection, 
and thus Applit^ts respectfully solicit withdravral of the imposed rejection of claims 3-4 and 8- 
9 und^ 35 U.S.C. § 103 for obviousness based upon Upton in view of Jewries, Homer, and 
HartEiiann. 
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To the ejcteoit neoessaiy, a petition for anext^on of rMt undier 37 CFJL § 1,136 is 
JbeiBby made. Please diai^ any sbortB^ in fees due in connecitiQii with tlie fSLbag of 1]n$ paper» 
indudtng eidensicm of time Sees, to Deposit Account 09^0461, and please ciecfit sssy cKosss fees to 
such disposit account. 

Date: May24, 20Q6 Respectfully submitted. 



Scott D.Paul V/ \ 
Registration N0r:r42,984 
Steven M. G^enobrg 
Registration NEr44,725 
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